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The House met at 10 a.m.

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

We are grateful, O God, for all those
people who, by their passion for life
and by their magnanimous acts of
charity, help point the way to our ob-
jectives, one for another. We are
thankful, gracious God, that there are
everyday saints all about us through
whom the light of compassion shines
and through whom goodness and virtue
and reconciliation know expression.

May we use the gifts and talents that
we have been given in our own lives so
we will do such good deeds that reflect
the beauty and love that You have first
given us. Bless us, O God, this day and
every day, we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, pursuant to clause 1, rule I, |
demand a vote on agreeing to the
Speaker’s approval of the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Chair’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, | object to the vote on the
ground that a quorum is not present
and make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 5,
rule 1, further proceedings on this ques-
tion will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from California [Mr. RoGAN] come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. ROGAN led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Ms.
McDevitt, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed with
amendments in which the concurrence
of the House is requested, a bill of the
House of the following title:

H.R. 1420. An act to amend the National
Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act
of 1966 to improve the management of the
National Wildlife Refuge System, and for
other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill of the follow-
ing title, in which the concurrence of
the House is requested:

S. 1161. An act to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to authorize appropria-
tions for refugee and entrant assistance for
fiscal years 1998 and 1999.

The message also announced that
pursuant to sections 276d-276g of title
22, United States Code, as amended, the
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President,
appoints the following Senators as
members of the Senate Delegation to
the Canada-United States Interpar-
liamentary Group during the 1st Ses-
sion of the 105th Congress, to be held in
Nova Scotia and Prince Edward Island,
Canada, September 11-15, 1997: The
Senator from Washington [Mrs. MUR-
RAY], vice chair; the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. SARBANES]; and the Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. AKAKA].

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
CANADA-UNITED STATES INTER-
PARLIAMENTARY GROUP

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of 22 U.S.C. 276d, the Chair ap-
points the following Members of the
House to the Canada-United States
Interparliamentary Group, in addition
to Mr. HOuGHTON of New York, chair-
man, appointed on March 13, 1997:

Mr. BEREUTER, Nebraska

Mr. Goss, Florida

Mr. STEARNS, Florida

Mr. MANzULLO, Illinois

Mr. ENGLISH, Pennsylvania

Mr. SANFORD, South Carolina

Mr. HAMILTON, Indiana

Mr. OBERSTAR, Minnesota

Mr. PETERSON, Minnesota

Ms. DANNER, Missouri

Mr. HASTINGS, Florida

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SUNUNU). The Chair announces he will
entertain fifteen 1-minutes on each
side.

KITCHENGATE?

(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, we never
know what we are going to learn next
about the White House when we pick
up the morning newspaper. Earlier this
week we learned in the Washington
Times that a former assistant White
House chef had filed a complaint with
the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission alleging discrimination. It
seems that the former head chef re-
ceived a secret $37,000 payment and a
good recommendation in return for
keeping details of the firing quiet.

According to the former chef, he was
fired because, and | quote, ‘“He was fat
and spoke with a French accent.”
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We do not know exactly what was
going on in the White House Kitchen,
but we do know that personnel prob-
lems at 16030 Pennsylvania Avenue are
nothing new. We all remember the saga
of Billy Dale, the civil servant whose
life was thrown in turmoil and whose
savings were drained when Mr. and
Mrs. Clinton sought to staff the White
House travel office with their own cro-
nies.

Let us see. We have suffered through
Travelgate, Whitewatergate, Pillow-
gate, Buddhist Templegate, Filegate,
and now, Kitchengate. Lord help us.

AMERICANS WANT TO CHANGE
CIVIL TAX CASE BURDEN OF
PROOF

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the
American Bar Association does not
want it, former IRS commissioners do
not want it, the current IRS commis-
sioner does not want it, tax attorneys
do not want it, IRS collection agents
do not want it. All of these bureaucrats
and special interest people do not want
Congress to change the burden of proof
in a civil tax case.

Some surprise, Mr. Speaker.

All of these bureaucrats and special
interest people have one major thing in
common: They all make big bucks off
the backs of the American people.
Beam me up. | must admit, the only
people in America that support chang-
ing the burden of proof in a civil tax
case are the American people, in record
numbers, and it is very simple: They
are taxed off, they are fed up, and they
want Congress to right this major
wrong. Congress was not elected to rep-
resent special interest bureaucrats and
the IRS.

EDUCATION SPENDING, HIGHER,;
SAT SCORES, LOWER

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, is there
a relationship between how much
money is spent on education and how
well our students perform academi-
cally? After all, if | look at a graph
showing the SAT scores since 1960 and
spending on education since 1960, |
might be tempted to conclude that
spending just keeps going higher and
higher while SAT scores keep going
lower and lower.

Further, an independent analysis of
how much money spent on education in
cities like Washington, DC, New York,
Chicago, or Kansas City will show that
school districts that spend the most
often have the worst schools.

What is the logical conclusion? When
| speak to teachers in my district and
throughout Nevada they all agree that
it is important that schools are ade-
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quately funded but no one says that
the money is the most important
thing. So what makes for better stu-
dent achievement? Most important are
loving parents who teach their children
that reading, writing, and arithmetic
are important. No government program
can do that. That is something money
cannot buy.

IN SUPPORT OF THE WIDENING IN-
VESTIGATION OF PERSIAN GULF
WAR ILLNESSES

(Mr. SANDERS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, 6 years
after the Persian Gulf war, 70,000 veter-
ans of that war, including hundreds in
my State of Vermont, continue to suf-
fer. Six years after the Persian Gulf
war, the Department of Defense and
the Veterans’ Administration acknowl-
edge that they do not know the cause
of that illness and have not developed
an effective treatment protocol. Six
years after that war, the General Ac-
counting Office and the Presidential
Advisory Committee on Gulf War IlI-
ness have discussed at length the inep-
titude of the DOD and the VA in ad-
dressing that issue.

Mr. Chairman, | am delighted that
within the Labor-HHS bill there is now
an appropriation of $7 million over a 5-
year period to go to an outside agency,
the National Institute of Environ-
mental Health Sciences, so that they
can begin to study the cause of the
chemical impact on gulf war illness
and hopefully develop a treatment.

It is about time we went outside of
the DOD and the VA. It is a major step
forward, and | thank the chairman of
that committee for his effort in this di-
rection.

WHY LOOK TO THE FEDERAL GOV-
ERNMENT TO MAKE BAD
SCHOOLS BETTER?

(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, as the
Washington Post reported last month,
despite a booming economy and a soar-
ing stock market, most Americans
think America is on the wrong track.
They are deeply mistrustful of the Gov-
ernment’s ability to solve the problems
that most concern them.

My question is, if 75 percent of Amer-
icans do not trust the Government to
solve the problems that most concern
them, why, why do liberals keep turn-
ing again and again to the Government
to solve the problems? Most astonish-
ingly of all, why would liberals look to
the Federal Government in Washington
to somehow make bad schools good or
mediocre schools better?

Mr. Speaker, certainly the education
of our children is one of the most im-
portant issues on the minds of those
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who have Kids in school, and certainly
we can all agree that if there is one
thing Government excels at, it is medi-
ocrity.

If our goal is mediocrity, then, yes,
we should sing the praises of the Fed-
eral Government’s wonderful powers to
make bad schools better. But if we care
about excellence, then look to school
choice, local control, parents, edu-
cational savings accounts, and more
competition to produce better schools
for our children.

REPUBLICAN PARTISAN SELF-IN-
TEREST PREVENTS CAMPAIGN
FINANCE REFORM FROM COMING
TO THE FLOOR

(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publican leadership continues to
thwart Democratic efforts to bring
campaign finance reform to the House
floor for a vote. The Republican major-
ity leader, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ARMEY], told Congress Daily ear-
lier this week that he doubted cam-
paign finance reform would come to
the floor this fall.

| have to say, Mr. Speaker, that
Americans are crying out for reform
because they feel that too much money
is spent in congressional elections. But
what is incredible is that the Repub-
lican leadership wants more money
spent in campaigns, and few, if any, re-
strictions on the contributions of
wealthy individuals.

Speaker GINGRICH was recently
quoted, and | see the chart here, saying
“Let any American citizen give any
amount. Let everyone play. Let them
buy all the ads they want. Let them
send all the direct mail they want.”

Once again, Mr. Speaker, the Repub-
lican partisan self-interest is prevent-
ing them from acting in the public in-
terest.

SCHOOL CHOICE LETS PARENTS
MAKE THE RIGHT DECISION FOR
THEIR CHILDREN

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, when par-
ents express their unhappiness about
the quality of schools where they live,
it is very rare that they point to insuf-
ficient money as a source of their un-
happiness. In fact, it is almost never a
question of money. They are much
more likely to point out no respect for
authority and the lack of discipline in
the classroom, their fear of violence in
schools, or their disagreement with the
values and attitudes taught their chil-
dren.

Mr. Speaker, school choice already
exists to some degree in America. In
fact, many parents decide where they
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wish to live based on the quality of the
public schools in a given neighborhood.
They vote with their feet, by moving to
the school district of their choice. But
many parents lack the means to choose
the neighborhood with the best
schools, or they lack the flexibility to
move to a better neighborhood because
of their work.

Republicans want to help parents. We
want to make school choice available
for more parents, because we trust par-
ents to make the right choice for their
children. That is why we support
school choice.

PUBLIC EDUCATION IS THE
ENGINE OF PROGRESS

(Mr. UNDERWOOD asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, |
rise to take strong objection to the de-
risive tone about public schools, la-
beled “‘government schools,”” as we de-
bate the merits of vouchers. Universal
public schooling is uniquely American
and is the basis for the progress of this
Nation.

We forget that basic public education
has sustained this country through dif-
ficult times. It was the engine of indus-
trial development, made the 21st cen-
tury the American century, and makes
us the leader in the Information Age.
We have forgotten the intrinsic rela-
tionship between our public schools,
not someone else’s government schools,
and our national development.

If there are problems, and there cer-
tainly are, then let us fix them with re-
sources and reform, and that is what
we stand for on this side of the aisle.
But we must remember that reform
means altering to improve, not to deny
resources so that improvement cannot
occur.

Regardless of what has been stated,
this is the bottom line on vouchers. It
is an elitest idea masquerading as a
public benefit which will radically re-
structure the very American school
system that has made possible the
progress we enjoy as Americans.

Are there any John Deweys or Horace
Manns left in this country?

EMPOWER PARENTS AND
TEACHERS, NOT BUREAUCRATS

(Mr. ROGAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Speaker, we Repub-
licans have one basic, simple belief
when it comes to education. We believe
in empowering parents and teachers.
We do not believe in empowering Fed-
eral bureaucrats. For all the good in-
tentions of those who believe that
Washington regulators should run our
public schools, no Federal program can
be designed to get parents to teach
children to read at night or get them
to love books.
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No Federal program will ever teach
children to admire virtue. No Federal
program will bring us orderly class-
rooms. No Federal program will help
when children fail to do their home-
work.

If children have to pass through
metal detectors on their way to school
and be in daily fear while trying to ob-
tain an education, no Federal program
from Washington is going to correct
that situation.

More importantly, when it comes to
those Members of Congress looking to
Federal bureaucrats to fix our schools,
| can only say that no Federal program
will give them common sense. We need
to empower parents and teachers, and
move away from Washington trying to
run our schools.

That is the only solution available to
ensure our children will obtain a world-
class education from world-class
schools.

HOUSE SHOULD REPEAL $50 BIL-
LION TAX BREAK FOR TOBACCO
INDUSTRY

(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day one body in this Congress voted to
repeal the $50 billion tax break be-
stowed on the tobacco industry by this
Gingrich-led House. Now this House
must do the same and do it imme-
diately.

Some may view it as a mere coinci-
dence that the No. 1 contributor in this
country of corrupting soft money to
the Republican Party is Philip Morris
Tobacco. The No. 2 contributor of cor-
rupting soft money in this country to
the Republican Party is R.J. Reynolds
Tobacco. Together they gave about $1
million in soft money to the Repub-
lican Party in the first 6 months of this
year, and in month 7 their industry re-
ceived a $50 billion tax break, a tax
break buried under the title “Small
Business Job Protection” in the bal-
anced budget tax agreement.

Speaker GINGRICH, schedule votes on
both the ban on soft money and the re-
peal of this $50 billion tax break for the
tobacco industry on the same day.
Eliminating two such evils at once
would not be a coincidence in this spe-
cial interest Congress, it would be a
miracle.

THE ART OF BEING FREE

(Mr. WELDON of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, one reason why education is such an
important issue is because it is edu-
cation which should play such a vital
role in teaching, in the words of Alexis
de Toqueville, ““the art of being free.”’

Mr. Speaker, few Americans these
days think about the art of being free,
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I suspect, and few schools talk about
the democracy and the American re-
public in terms of the art of being free.
But all one has to do is look around the
world and it is quite obvious that soci-
eties are free not by virtue of free elec-
tions alone; not by the virtue of a writ-
ten constitution that guarantees free-
dom on paper only; not by virtue of a
judicial system that promises justice,
but is corrupted by arbitrary Govern-
ment power and police misconduct.

No, Mr. Speaker, the art of being free
must be taught at home, cultivated in
school, and given free expression and
practice. The habits of freedom are en-
couraged in schools through the study
of the uniqueness of America, our be-
lief in individual rights over group
rights, our history of forward-looking
optimism, and the shared faith in the
availability of the American dream to
all.

SPECIAL INTEREST CAMPAIGN
CONTRIBUTIONS CORRUPT DEMO-
CRATIC PROCESS

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, we now know where Speaker
GINGRICH stands on campaign finance
reform. The Speaker does not think
there is enough money. He says they
ought to be able to give any amount
they want. Let everyone go play.

Mr. Speaker, when those people gave
hundreds of thousands of dollars in soft
money, they were not playing. When
they met in the minority whip’s office
to gut the Clean Water Act of this Na-
tion, they were not playing. When they
met with the leadership to gut the en-
vironmental laws of this Nation, they
were not playing.

Mr. Speaker, they are not playing
when they give hundreds of thousands
of dollars and then try to stop food
safety laws in this Nation, and they
certainly were not playing late at
night last month when they got a $50
billion tax cut for the tobacco compa-
nies.

No, Mr. Speaker, these are not people
who are playing. These are special in-
terests who are corrupting this demo-
cratic process, who are corrupting this
House, who are corrupting this Senate,
and who are corrupting the election
process in this Nation.

This is about hard ball. This is about
special interests, tax preferences and
gifts of public resources to campaign
contributors.

SCHOOL CHOICE EMPOWERS
CHILDREN AND THEIR FAMILIES

(Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado.
Mr. Speaker, while Democrats are busy
trying to come up with new excuses
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why working families should be denied
the same educational opportunities
that the liberal Washington elite’s own
children enjoy, innovative Governors
and mayors throughout the country
are moving forward with school choice.

Democrats say they are not really
against working families. Of course,
they simply do not mind keeping fami-
lies trapped in bad schools, for liberals
prefer instead promises to reform these
bad schools through the magic of the
Federal Government. Many of these
politicians have idealistic visions
about how working families can cope
with Government-owned schools in
which children do not feel safe, where
dumbing down trumps excellence, and
where burned out teachers rotate in
and out of classrooms more often than
the Yankees try new managers.

Mr. Speaker, they propose to, get
this, pump more money into the very
same Government schools that have
failed them year after year after year,
with no mention of changes in struc-
ture or in methods.

A generation of illiterates does not
deter Washington liberals in their mis-
directed intentions. Everyone at their
cocktail parties is in agreement that
denying school choice for everyone
else’s children is a victory for the
Washington bureaucracy. Republicans
have a different idea: School choice
empowers children and their families.

HOUSE SHOULD HEED AMERICA’S
CRY FOR CAMPAIGN FINANCE
REFORM

(Mrs. MINK of Hawaii asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, |
take this time again to call upon the
leadership of the House of Representa-
tives to listen to the cries for reform
from the people of this country.

The Republicans are always saying
that they are on the top of the issues
that the people cry out for. I cannot
think of anything that is more of con-
cern to the people of this country than
the articles that they keep reading in
the newspaper about hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars that are coming into
our national parties and the huge polit-
ical committees out of control, without
regulation, without accountability.

Mr. Speaker, we know that these
contributions are having a serious im-
pact not only upon the kind of corrupt
legislation that sneaks through this
House at midnight without our knowl-
edge, but also a corrupting influence on
the public’s attitude about elections.

For ourselves, when we put out our
campaign solicitations we put right on
it that the limitation is $1,000 per elec-
tion. The PAC’s know they have $5,000.
Why can we not regulate soft money
and ban it completely?
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HOUSE SHOULD REPEAL GIVE-
AWAY TO BIG TOBACCO INTER-
ESTS

(Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, 95 to 3.
That was the vote in the United States
Senate yesterday to repeal that special
midnight multi-billion dollar windfall
for the big tobacco companies.

Mr. Speaker, the handwriting is on
the wall here. It is now time for the
House to follow suit. | would be willing
to bet that my colleagues did not know
that that provision was in the final
version of the bill. We had no idea that
it was there. In fact, we had to read
about it in the newspapers.

Mr. Speaker, I want to remind my
colleagues that I am circulating a let-
ter to Speaker GINGRICH asking that he
schedule an up-or-down vote on repeal
of this onerous provision. If my col-
leagues oppose this secret giveaway to
big tobacco, sign my letter. They
should go on record now and show their
constituents that they certainly do not
support the middle-of-the-night, under-
the-table procedure that was used to
enact this provision.

| ask the Speaker to right that wrong
now. The handwriting is on the wall.
Let us follow the action in the Senate.

CAMPAIGN FINANCE SYSTEM IS
BROKEN AND NEEDS FIXING

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, the
American people are talking, but the
Republican leadership is not listening.

Mr. Speaker, the people are telling
this Congress that they are sick and
tired of big money flooding into the
halls of Government, and they are fed
up with special interests taking prior-
ity over the national interests. Mr.
Speaker, most of all, they are fed up
that the Republican leadership still re-
fuses to act.

Mr. Speaker, let us hold hearings, re-
view the good bills that have already
been drafted, and pass meaningful cam-
paign finance reform legislation.

Mr. Speaker, they say that “If it
ain’t broke, don’t fix it.”” 1 say that our
campaign finance system is broke and
it needs fixing.

SCHOOL CHOICE AND EDUCATION
SAVINGS ACCOUNTS WILL GIVE
STUDENTS HOPE

(Mr. ADERHOLT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Speaker, for
many of our country’s poorest chil-
dren, education is their one ticket out
of poverty. In fact, even children in
truly horrible schools manage to make
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it out of their destitution by relentless
determination and plain old hard work.

But, Mr. Speaker, children should
not have to pass through metal detec-
tors on their way through the school-
house door. If kids are more worried
about becoming victims of violence
than about getting an ““A’” on the next
exam, how can we expect them to per-
form their best?

Mr. Speaker, in the face of school vi-
olence and disorderly classrooms, to
whom can the kids turn? Why, their
parents, of course. But what if their
parents lack the resources to pull them
out of horrible schools?

Mr. Speaker, while the special inter-
ests join together in saying too bad or
offer up worthless promises, conserv-
atives offer these kids hope in the form
of school choice and education savings
accounts.

Mr. Speaker, hope is a commodity in
short supply in many of our Nation’s
poorest communities. School choice
and education savings accounts give
kids and their parents a reason to
hope.

DEMOCRATS PUSH NATIONAL
EDUCATION AGENDA

(Mr. WYNN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, today
Democrats want to improve education
in America. We want to do it because
education is the key to our democracy.
We want to do it, more importantly,
because education is the key to our
children’s future.

In the first instance, Democrats be-
lieve we need national standards. The
fact is that algebra is the same wheth-
er a student is from Maine, Missouri or
whether they are from my State of
Maryland. We need to be able to meas-
ure whether our students can master
algebra and other subjects so they can
compete against their foreign counter-
parts. We need national standards.

Second, we need school construction
funds. We hear the Republicans jump
up and say, oh, schools are a local
issue. Yes, Mr. Speaker, they are a
local issue. But the fact again is that
local communities need help. We have
crumbling schools. Almost a third of
our schools need repairs. They need to
fix broken windows and leaking roofs.
We have overcrowded schools all over
America.

Mr. Speaker, we here in Congress
have a duty and responsibility to help
local communities. Families play the
most critical role, but families cannot
build schools alone. Families cannot
repair roofs alone. We need a national
education agenda that the Democrats
are pushing.

QUESTIONS ON CAMPAIGN
FINANCE REFORM
(Mr. THUNE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, one speak-
er after another on the other side
stands up before this body and piously
proclaims the need for campaign fi-
nance reform. Well, Mr. Speaker, |
have a few questions for my colleagues.

Mr. Speaker, I would ask my col-
leagues to please tell me how their
campaign finance bill will propose to
handle foreign money? Oh, let me
guess. That would be illegal. | would
ask my colleagues to please tell me
how their campaign finance bill will
handle political activity that is done
on Government property? Oh, let me
guess. That would be illegal. And, Mr.
Speaker, | would ask my colleagues to
please tell me how their campaign fi-
nance bill will handle the unauthorized
dissemination of top secret, classified
information to campaign officials.
Well, let me guess. That would be ille-
gal.

Mr. Speaker, | say to my colleagues
on the other side, let us be clear about
the issue here. No campaign finance
bill would address the illegal activity
that may have occurred during the last
campaign. These things are already il-
legal, and no currently existing law
stopped their side from violating the
law.

EDUCATION IS THE GREAT
EQUALIZER IN AMERICA

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, there
are certain ideas that are
quintessentially American: Freedom of
speech; freedom of religion; the notion
that every American child, rich, poor,
boy or girl, every American child is en-
titled to a public education. It is one of
the things that makes this Nation
great.

So, frankly, 1 have been dismayed
and, quite frankly, disgusted by the as-
sault on public education being waged
by my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday, quite frank-
ly, I could not believe my ears when |
heard the gentleman from Colorado
refer to public education as ‘‘a monop-
oly,” ‘“‘government-owned schools,”
and even making reference to public
education and public schools in this
country as part of a ‘““‘communist leg-
acy.”

Mr. Speaker, they should be
ashamed. Access to public education is
one of the most precious and fun-
damental privileges of American life. It
is irresponsible, it is simply wrong to
imply that America’s public schools
are ‘““Communist.”

Mr. Speaker, | urge my Republican
colleagues to stop their efforts to not
only defund but, in fact, to degrade
American public schools and American
public education. It has been the great
equalizer in this great Nation of ours.
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AUGUST IN WASHINGTON

(Mr. GUTKNECHT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker,
President Clinton has just returned
from a 3-week vacation on Martha’s
Vineyard. We all hope the President
got some well-deserved rest, but in case
he did not get a chance to pick up a
paper or watch the news, here is some
of what he missed during the last 3
weeks.

First of all, Paula Jones got her date
in court. It was also revealed that Vice
President GORE used his soft touch to
raise some hard cash at the White
House on the taxpayers’ dime. It was
also reported in the news that his
former Secretary of Agriculture, Mike
Espy, was indicted on 36 counts of gar-
den variety corruption and unethical
behavior. And finally, the Whitewater
prosecutors obtained another guilty
plea from a witness. Augusts are usu-
ally pretty dull months here in Wash-
ington, but not with this administra-
tion.

IMPROVING EDUCATION SHOULD
BE OUR TOP PRIORITY

(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, as
Members of Congress, we have no more
sacred responsibility than to devote
our full collective energy to improving
education all across this Nation. For
starters, we need to commit today to
the highest possible academic stand-
ards for our children. Today students
will be entering a highly competitive
work force that will demand greater
knowledge and skills. High educational
standards are the key to preparing our
children for the global economy of the
21st century.

Second, we need to begin rebuilding
our crumbling schools. A recent GAO
report has found that one-third of
American schools need extensive re-
pair. Our children deserve to attend
class in an environment that is condu-
cive to real learning. Finally, we, as a
Congress, must commit to the cause of
reducing overcrowding in schools.

A new Department of Education re-
port found that 52 million children
have enrolled in schools this fall,
threatening to make the problem of
overcrowding a national crisis. We
should do all we can to help local
school districts deal with this challeng-
ing issue. Democrats will continue to
make education our top legislative pri-
ority.

I call on my Republican colleagues, I
plead with them to stop the obstruc-
tionism, to join with us in our efforts.
Let us put our Kids first.
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LOCAL SCHOOL CONTROL

(Mr. METCALF asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, | once
asked the Washington State super-
intendent of public instruction a ques-
tion: What would happen in the class-
rooms of our State if we cut your budg-
et 50 percent? His answer, most of what
our office does is to counsel and help
local school officials to cope with all
the Federal rules and regulations.

This is a very good answer. The very
best and most simple thing we could do
to improve education is to eliminate
Federal rules, regulations, and endless
bureaucratic redtape and return con-
trol of local school districts and school
power to school boards.

COMMUNISM AND PUBLIC
EDUCATION

(Mr. EDWARDS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, there
are few issues more important to the
future of our Nation than public edu-
cation. That is why | was amazed and
deeply disappointed that yesterday a
Republican House Member actually on
the floor of this House compared Amer-
ica’s public schools to the Communist
legacy. To mention our public schools
in the same breath with the idea of
communism is extremism at its worst.
It is the kind of extreme statement |
am sure that would make Joseph
McCarthy proud.

In my opinion, this Republican state-
ment ranks right up there with the
John Birch Society calling former
President Eisenhower a Communist. |
would suggest this is the type of ex-
tremist belief that has caused great
problems for the modern day Repub-
lican Party.

I am proud that the Democratic
Party, based on the values of Thomas
Jefferson, not Carl Marx, believes pub-
lic education is a vital American insti-
tution, not something related to the
Communist legacy.

AIDS

(Mr. GANSKE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
talk about something that will be
voted on today. Despite some recent
successes, AIDS continues to ravage
our country. But even as public edu-
cation campaigns have helped discour-
age some high-risk behaviors, needle
sharing remains one of the most sig-
nificant modes of HIV transmission.

Mr. Speaker, the battle against AIDS
will continue to be uphill until we can
reduce the transmission of HIV
through shared needles. Numerous
studies have shown that needle ex-
change programs hold promise as a
means to slow the spread of AIDS.
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The General Accounting Office con-
ducted a review of these programs and
found that a Connecticut program
could reduce new HIV infection among
participants by 33 percent in 1 year. A
1997 consensus panel of the NIH was
emphatic on the possible benefits of
needle exchange programs, stating
they do not increase needle injecting
behavior among current drug users, do
not increase the number of drug users,
and do not increase the amount of dis-
carded drug paraphernalia.

I encourage my colleagues, do not
take away the Secretary’s discretion
on the needle exchange program today.

COMPARING PUBLIC EDUCATION
TO COMMUNISM

(Mr. GREEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, here we go
again. After the Civil War, we had radi-
cal Republicans trying to punish the
South. Now we have latter day radical
Republicans attacking public edu-
cation, and yesterday we had a Repub-
lican colleague compare public edu-
cation to a Communist legacy.

Public education is a local respon-
sibility; State and school districts, es-
pecially parents. To compare public
education to communism does a dis-
service to the millions of students,
teachers, and parents who work hard
every day to educate their children.

Mr. Speaker, 75 percent of Americans
support public education. It is uncon-
scionable to equate support for public
education with communism. Com-
munism and public education? Not in
our United States.

EXTREMISM

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, | want
to get this correct. | just heard the
Democrat Party say that the Repub-
licans who freed the slaves in the Civil
War were radical extremists. | just
want to make sure we got that right in
the ReEcCORD. The Republicans who led
the fight against slavery were radical
extremists? Very interesting concept.

I thought that that chapter of our
Nation’s history was a sad one, but un-
fortunately a necessary one.

I think it is a vreal mischar-
acterization when you try to say be-
cause someone is saying the Govern-
ment does not have all the answers,
that you say that that means that they
are extremist.

Look at the Washington, DC, school
system. Washington, DC, schools are
not even open. In fact in our office, we
have a student from Washington, DC,
because she cannot go to her school be-
cause the inept, incompetent, over-
spending, potentially corrupt govern-
ment system run by the U.S. Congress
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to a large degree in Washington, DC,
cannot even open.

I think you can balance out the best
of government and the best of the pri-
vate sector and do what is best not for
political parties but for the children of
America and education.

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM NOW

(Mr. DEFAZIO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, remem-
ber the handshake, the handshake be-
tween Speaker GINGRICH and President
Clinton, June 11, 1995? The agreement
that would go forward with campaign
finance reform in this country at least?

Eight hundred and twenty-two days
ago, $2.5 billion ago, untold scandals
ago, they shook hands. Now what does
the Speaker say? The Speaker says
there is not enough money in the sys-
tem; we should undo the few remaining
reforms and protections we have.

The Republicans want to focus only
on the Democrats’ problems. The
Democrats have problems. | admit it.
The system is corrupt and corrupting
for both sides of the aisle. That is true.
But remember Simon Fireman, the
vice chairman of Mr. Dole’s Committee
on Finance, was convicted of money
laundering. He received a $6 million
fine, pled guilty to 74 counts of laun-
dering illegal contributions for the Re-
publican Presidential candidate, and
was sentenced to 6 months in jail. This
is a problem on both sides of the aisle.
We need campaign finance reform ac-
tion now.

EDUCATION

(Mr. LAHOOD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, | come to
the floor today to express, in part, my
agreement with the gentleman from
Texas who says that local people want
to have control over their local school
boards. That is why we have local
elected board members, to run the
schools so that they can hire the ad-
ministrators and the teachers to do
that.

Yet, here in Washington, we have
people at the White House and other
agencies wanting bureaucrats to tell
local boards what kind of test scores
they should have, what kind of stand-
ards they should have.

Mr. Speaker, local people do not
want to be told what the standards
should be. They know what the stand-
ards should be. They do not want bu-
reaucrats in Washington dictating to
them what kind of standards should be
set. That is why they get elected.

I would encourage those people who
are trying to persuade local elected of-
ficials that people in Washington know
more about it is just absolute non-
sense. We should discourage that and
give people back the opportunity to
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run their schools the way they should
be run.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
further consideration of H.R. 2264, and
that | may include tabular and extra-
neous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HEFLEY). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR,
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1998

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Thurs-
day, July 31, 1997, and rule XXIII, the
Chair declares the House in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the further consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2264.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R.
2264) making appropriations for the De-
partments of Labor, Health and Human
Services, and Education, and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1998, and for other purposes,
with Mr. LAHooD, Chairman pro tem-
pore, in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When
the Committee of the Whole rose on
Wednesday, September 10, 1997, the bill
was open for amendment from page 78,
line 12, through page 78, line 22.

Are there any amendments to this
portion of the bill?

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:
CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY
SERVICE
DOMESTIC VOLUNTEER SERVICE PROGRAMS,
OPERATING EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for the Corporation
for National and Community Service to
carry out the provisions of the Domestic
Volunteer Service Act of 1973, as amended,
$227,547,000.

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING

For payment to the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting, as authorized by the Commu-
nication Act of 1934, an amount which shall
be available within limitations specified by
that Act, for the fiscal year 2000, $300,000,000:
Provided, That no funds made available to
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting by
this Act shall be used to pay for receptions,
parties, or similar forms of entertainment
for Government officials or employees: Pro-
vided further, That none of the funds con-
tained in this paragraph shall be available or
used to aid or support any program or activ-
ity from which any person is excluded, or is
denied benefits, or is discriminated against,
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on the basis of race, color, national origin,
religion, or sex.

AMENDMENT NO. 28 OFFERED BY MR. CRANE

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, | offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 28 offered by Mr. CRANE:

Page 79, strike lines 8 through 21.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that debate on this
amendment and all amendments there-
to close in 30 minutes and that the
time be divided 15 minutes for the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. CRANE], 5
minutes for myself, and 10 minutes for
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
[Ms. DELAURO].

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
amendment will be considered for 30

minutes. The gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. CRANE] will be recognized for 15
minutes, the gentleman from Illinois

[Mr. PORTER] will be recognized for 5
minutes, and the gentlewoman from
Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO] will be rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. CRANE].

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

CPB is funded by a 2-year advance
appropriation, and this year Congress
will provide CPB funding for the fiscal
year 2000.

In the 104th Congress, the House
Committee on Appropriations provided
only $240 million for CPB in fiscal year
1998. However, $10 million was added
back in conference, and now in the
105th, the Committee on Appropria-
tions has increased funding for CPB in
fiscal year 2000 from $250 to $300 mil-
lion.

The CPB funding bill has come before
the floor during this week and | have
reintroduced my amendment to termi-
nate funding for CPB. At a time when
we are trying to balance the budget, we
must eliminate agencies like the CPB,
and | am not exclusively targeting
CPB. We must reduce or eliminate
much of the Washington bureaucracy.
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For the past 4 years the Republicans
have continually reduced funding for
CPB. For fiscal year 1996 the appropria-
tion was $275 million; 1997, $260 million;
1998, $250 million.

I have with me the report from the
Committee on Appropriations from the
104th Congress and it notes that the
bill provides $240 million for the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting for
fiscal year 1998, a decrease of $20 mil-
lion below the comparable 1997 funding
level and $56,400,000 below the Presi-
dent’s request.

This level of funding will continue
the process of graduating the CPB from
annual Federal appropriations with the
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goal of achieving independence from
the Federal Government that was the
goal of the Republican-controlled 104th
Congress. And now, as | say, we are
looking at reversing what we made a
commitment to do and escalating the
expenditure levels for CPB.

Federal spending is a small percent-
age of public broadcasting’s revenue. Of
public broadcasting’s $1.9 billion budg-
et in 1995, only about 15 percent of that
comes from Federal appropriations.
The functions of public broadcasting,
education, entertainment, diversity,
are now duplicated in other entities,
such as cable, direct satellite, VCR’s,
and public access shows.

PBS has a nondisclosure agreement
with the producers of Barney. However,
the last figures from a 1995 Wall Street
Journal article reported that despite
Barney’s $1 billion gross revenues and
Barney’s founder Sheryl Leach’s $84
million earnings, almost nothing goes
to CPB. After public broadcasters pro-
vided exposure for Barney, Barney has
become an institution.

Barney was created by the Lyons
group. Founder Sheryl Leach and her
partner were listed as one of Forbes
Magazine’s highest paid entertainers
with 1993-94 earnings of $84 million.

CPB discriminates in its distribution
of money. It sends money to the sta-
tions with the most powerful signals
and the largest measured audiences
and shies away from financing more
than one outlet in a single market.
However, many public TV stations
themselves are now redundant. CPB es-
timates that 58 percent of Americans
receive two or more public TV stations.
Chicago gets three; New York, four,
Washington, DC, three; Kansas City,
two.

Public broadcasting funds should go
to rural stations where the need for ac-
cess and diversity is most acute. If CPB
were truly the philanthropic organiza-
tion it claims to be, cuts in its budget
would not lead to the end of small sta-
tions; instead it would end big stations
where consumers have a number of
choices. Small stations, where there
are limited alternatives, would be the
last to go.

Finally, if private cable channels,
such as Arts & Entertainment, C-
SPAN, ESPN, and the History Channel
are all private and successful, if CPB
were privatized it could do well.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Let me begin by saying that the gen-
tleman from Illinois, my colleague in
the Eighth District, is exactly right;
that when | became chairman of the
subcommittee 2% years ago, we did
begin the process of downsizing CPB
with the intention of phasing out all
appropriations. We came down from a
high of $315 million, to $275, then $260,
then $250 million, which is the funding
level now.

The leadership of the House sug-
gested that CPB ought to become inde-
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pendent and that it ought to graduate
from dependence upon public funds; a
goal that | strongly supported. We did
the downsizing of the advanced appro-
priation for CPB with the express ob-
jective of putting pressure on that
process in order to bring about an inde-
pendent status for CPB and a funding
source outside of the Federal Treasury.

Last year, former Representative
Fields, then chairman of the authoriz-
ing committee responsible for report-
ing the legislation necessary to make
CPB an independent corporation, ended
that process. In our subcommittee last
year we reported out a bill that re-
duced CPB funding from $250 to $225
million, but before we got to the full
committee, Chairman Fields issued a
public letter indicating that we should
not approve any further downsizing of
the Corporation for Public Broadcast-
ing, that we would not reach the goal
of ending appropriations.

That letter came as a great surprise
to me, and under the circumstances, |
was forced to restore funding to the
CPB budget. This year we have a new
authorizing chairman, the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. TAuzIN], with
whom | have discussed the future of
CPB. It is my understanding that he
will not be able to report out legisla-
tion to graduate CPB from Federal
funding at this time.

Mr. Chairman, given that we have
changed our policy on the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting, | believe that
we cannot leave it dying on the vine. If
the policy is to transition CPB to inde-
pendence, | will, as | have, support it,
but a reasonable timeframe to allow
public broadcasting to continue on its
own seems now to be our policy.

If our policy is to continue CPB as a
Federal enterprise, however, and
former Representative Fields and the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. TAu-
ZIN] have made it clear that that is our
policy, then we must provide sufficient
resources to make the system work. It
is for that reason that | have added
funding again to this account.

I am and continue to be a very strong
supporter of public broadcasting, which
I think adds immeasurably to our soci-
ety; and for those reasons | would
strongly oppose this amendment.

I might note for the Members that
the same amendment was offered on
the fiscal year 1996 bill when it failed
by 150 votes, 136 to 286; and Members
should be advised that they have pre-
viously voted on exactly the same
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, immediately after the
Republican revolution, Speaker GING-
RICH told the American people that he
would never permit a bill to come to
the floor with funding for public tele-
vision. What happened? Quite frankly,
the Speaker failed, but the American
public spoke out. People who had never
written to their Members of Congress
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before, had never telephoned their
Members of Congress before, started
writing and calling in droves.

Piles of letters started building up in
congressional offices, literally feet
deep, defending public broadcasting.
Parents whose children had grown up
with Ernie and Bert and Big Bird and
Grover and with Snuffleupagus; par-
ents who preferred their children to be
learning gentle lessons of life from Mr.
Rogers and Barney, rather than ““Cops™
or soap operas; men and women of all
income levels who watch Wall Street
Week with Louis Rukeyser or *““Mys-
tery” or “This Old House’; men and
women of all income levels whose
drives to work are made more tolerable
by National Public Radio.

Public television reaches 90 percent
of American households. The American
public does not view the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting as waste,
fraud, and abuse.

Public broadcasting’s children’s pro-
gramming helps prepare our Kids for
school, teaching them about the world
around them. It teaches the ABC'’s, the
1-2-3’s, and it teaches about neighbor-
hoods and sharing and right and wrong.
It provides instructional broadcasting
for elementary school kids, with shows
that teach about geography, such as
“Where in the World Is Carmen San
Diego’; and teaches about science,
such as ““Dan, Dan the Science Man’’.

Four out of five teachers in this
country used television in their class-
room during the 1990 and 1991 school
year, serving close to 24 million stu-
dents. Three of the five most used pro-
grams cited by teachers and 6 of the
top 10 were initially broadcast by pub-
lic television.

Public television stations air nearly
1,900 hours of children’s programming
every single year. Almost 50 percent of
the television programs for children
which are aired each year is funded by
CPB, quality, noncommercial, non-
violent television.

If we ask any mother whether she
would rather her children watch Mr.
Rogers or cartoons interspersed with
advertising for toys and sugar cereals,
is there any doubt in anyone’s mind
which she would choose?

More than three-quarters of the
country’s public television stations
offer for-credit adult courses at various
levels, in addition to instructional vid-
eos for teachers and classroom use and
informal educational television that
millions of adults watch at home on
any given night. None of this would be
possible without public funding.

Federal funding represents a small
percentage of public broadcasting’s in-
come, about 15 percent, but it is a sta-
ble source which makes it possible for
public broadcasting to leverage other
private funds. For every $1 of Federal
funding, public broadcasting raises
more than $5 from other sources, and
by law, 89 percent of the Federal funds
allocated to CPB go directly to com-
munities.

Public television cannot raise all of
the funds it needs to operate public tel-
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evision stations. While the license
holders of characters like Barney make
a profit off of the sales of Barney
stuffed animals, for example, the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting and
public broadcasting stations do not
benefit from those sales because they
do not own the rights to those char-
acters.

The appropriation in this bill is still
$62 million below what it was when the
Republican majority took control of
the Congress, and it is still below the
President’s request of $325 million. The
Federal investment represents only $1
per taxpayer. Is $1 too much to ask for
the television station which has edu-
cated so many of us, our children and
our grandchildren?

My colleagues, this amendment tries
to do what Speaker GINGRICH could not
do, and that is to eliminate the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting. |
urge my colleagues to oppose this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 5 minutes to
the gentlewoman from New York [Mrs.
LoweY].

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong opposition to this amendment
which would eliminate the appropria-
tion for public broadcasting in this bill.

My colleagues who were here in the
104th Congress will recall that we
fought and won the battle over Federal
funding for public broadcasting. Mem-
bers of the majority party attacked
funding for public television and radio
on several occasions, but when the
American people learned of this at-
tack, they expressed their sentiments
loud and clear and the result was a win
for public broadcasting and a victory
for the American people.

I will never forget that fight because,
although we were privileged to be here
in the House, to be on the committee,
to stand up for the importance of pub-
lic broadcasting, | can remember the
thousands and thousands of letters, all
the people from every part of this
country, large cities, small cities, peo-
ple who listen to the radio in the ga-
rage stations, seniors who stayed home
listening to the television and the
radio, everybody was concerned; and it
is the thousands and thousands of peo-
ple who won that vote and won that
battle.

Mr. Chairman, ‘‘Sesame Street” and
other federally supported educational
programs reach at-risk children in the
home and help our teachers in the
classroom. News programs such as the
“Lehrer News Hour’’, those on NPR, in-
form our citizens. The cultural pro-
grams enrich and make more humane
all our lives. A failure to adequately
fund educational television and radio
would be an abandonment of the
public’s trust.

My colleagues, the $300 million ap-
propriation for public broadcasting in
this bill is still below where it was
prior to the start of the Republican
Congress and it is still below the Presi-
dent’s request of $325 million.
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The notion that Federal funds for
public broadcasting do not make a dif-
ference to local communities is abso-
lutely false. Some 87 radio and 61 TV
stations around the country rely on
Federal funds for one-quarter or more
of their budgets. These stations, many
of which are in rural areas, are often
harmed the most when we cut back on
Federal support for public broadcast-
ing.

Eet us remember that the funding we
provide is an incredible value. Every
Federal dollar that public television
stations receive from CPB is used to
generate $6 in non-Federal funds. Let
us also remember one of the prime au-
diences of public television, children.

I know that many of my colleagues
share with me a concern about violence
in society. We know that children, if
not on their streets, then in their liv-
ing rooms are bombarded by violent
acts and violent images. We also know
that most children spend a lot of time
in front of the television. As a mother,
we might wish that children spent
more time reading or engaged in other
activities. The fact of modern society
is children watch television. Thank-
fully, they can turn to public television
for nonviolent educational programs.

Eighty-three percent of preschoolers
watch public television. What we need
to do is expand funding and expand pro-
gramming for public broadcasting so
that older children can have the same
array of high quality programming.
The charge that public broadcasting is
just for the so-called elite elements of
our society is blatantly false. Sixty
percent of regular viewers of public tel-
evision come from households with in-
comes of less than $40,000 a year.

Mr. Chairman, | will repeat what |
have said time and time again in the
last Congress. The American people
overwhelmingly support Federal funds
for public broadcasting. We have a re-
sponsibility to listen and | strongly
urge my colleagues to vote against this
amendment.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. TAUzIN],
the chairman of the authorizing com-
mittee.

(Mr. TAUZIN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the chairman of the appropriations
subcommittee for yielding me this
time. Let me first of all concede that
the authors of the amendment have
made some valid points, that public
broadcasting is indeed in need of re-
form. Duopolies exist that spending the
kind of money that we are going to
need to move public broadcasting into
the digital age will be a very expensive
proposition and that we will need to re-
form the whole concept of public
broadcasting to make it work in the
digital age.

Let me also concede that there is
something wrong in public broadcast-
ing, and | think part of it is our own
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fault because we have chartered public
broadcasting as a public entity to do
public-type broadcasting and yet con-
demned it to act like commercial
broadcasters, to go out into the private
sector and seek commercial-like adver-
tising for its products and to compete
with commercial broadcasters for com-
mercially viable products.

That was not the concept behind pub-
lic broadcasting. We need to return to
the right concept. We need to fund pub-
lic broadcasting correctly. We need to
reform out the duopolies, move it into
the digital age and make this thing
work, but let me urge my colleagues to
resist this amendment, as the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
MARKEY] and | have urged them in a
““Dear Colleague’’ letter this week.

We are currently working on those
reforms at the subcommittee level. The
Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer Protec-
tion is right now drafting a set of re-
forms to make public broadcasting in-
deed public broadcasting and to set up
a trust funding mechanism for the ex-
ercise of the public broadcasting func-
tion. We will be resisting the efforts of
some to make commercial broadcasters
look like public broadcasters, just as
we will be resisting the effort to elimi-
nate public broadcasting or to make it
look like commercial broadcasting.

It is time we have this debate, but to
simply cut the funding now when we
are in the process of actually enacting
these reforms, devising them and set-
ting out the proper funding mechanism
for public broadcasting is a severe mis-
take. Public broadcasting is very sa-
cred to America. We need to preserve
it. But we need to reform it. The place
to do it is at the authorizing commit-
tee. 1 urge Members to reject this
amendment.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, if all
the speakers are finished, 1 am pre-
pared to yield back the time of the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. CRANE]. | am
sitting in for him. | have an amend-
ment which will follow, which will just
hold the funding level.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore [Mr.
LAHooD]. The gentlewoman from Con-
necticut has 30 seconds remaining.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, | have
no further requests for time, and |
yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, | would just conclude
on this amendment that | think it does
not take us in the right direction. We
ought to continue the effort. What we
should not be willing to do is to elimi-
nate public broadcasting, which in fact
has helped to educate a generation of
Americans. We ought to continue this
program for the good of this country.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered

by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
CRANE].
The question was taken; and the

Chairman pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.
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Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Thurs-
day, July 31, 1997, further proceedings
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. CRANE] will
be postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 25 OFFERED BY MR. HEFLEY

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 25 offered by Mr. HEFLEY:

Page 79, line 13, after the dollar amount,
insert ““(reduced by $50,000,000)".

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 30 minutes, and that
the time be divided 15 minutes for the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
HEFLEY], 7% minutes for myself, and
7%. minutes for the gentlewoman from
Connecticut [Ms. DELAUROQO].

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. HEFLEY]
will control 15 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from lllinois [Mr. PORTER] and
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
[Ms. DELAURO] will each control 7%
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. HEFLEY].

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.
What this amendment does is not do
away with public broadcasting. I am
not trying to do away with public
broadcasting. What | am trying to do is
to do away with the $50 million in-
crease in public broadcasting that is in
this.

For the life of me, | do not under-
stand how we get to this kind of a
point, kind of the business as usual
that we just dump more money into
every program every year. In the past
few years, and | think the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. PORTER] explained it
very well on the last amendment, the
Federal Government has appropriated
less and less money each year to the
public broadcasting.

Let me give colleagues a little his-
tory on this. We all know that public
broadcasting is funded by 2-year ad-
vance appropriations. For example, in
1993, Congress provided $275 million for
public broadcasting to use in fiscal
year 1996. Since then, we have reduced
the yearly appropriation for public
broadcasting down to $250 million, ap-
propriated last year for fiscal year 1999.

Reduced funding, even zero funding
and privatization of public broadcast-
ing was a priority of this House just a
very short time ago. In fact, let me
quote the House Committee on Appro-
priations report from the first session
of the 104th Congress. Recall that this
report was written in the year 1995
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when $250 million was ultimately ap-
propriated for public broadcasting. The
committee report actually states,
“This level of funding will continue the
process of graduating public broadcast-
ing from the annual Federal appropria-
tions with the goal of achieving inde-
pendence from the Federal Govern-
ment.”’

Mr. Chairman, in 1995, the Commit-
tee on Appropriations of the House of
Representatives was on the right
track. Now | would like to know what
happened. After all of that hard work
to begin weaning public broadcasting
from the Government, why are we now
taking a turn to increase, enormously
increase funding for this agency? It
simply makes no sense to me. The Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting uses
taxpayer money to fund programs
which make millions of dollars for pri-
vate companies and individuals. A sin-
gle celebrated public broadcasting chil-
dren’s program generates more annual
revenues than the National Hockey
League. Yet none of these millions are
shared with taxpayers who fund the
shows.

We have had this debate before. We
were on the right path to reduced Fed-
eral funding of the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting. But somewhere
along the line this year our course was
changed and the appropriation for the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting
was increased to $300 million. | do not
understand this increase. | certainly do
not agree with it. Therefore, | offer
this amendment to reduce the rec-
ommended appropriation for the CPB
by $50 million. That is the amount of
the increase, thus keeping the funding
for the agency level with last year’s ap-
propriation of $250 million.

Mr. Chairman, some of my colleagues
have asked me how will you use this
$50 million? What is the offset you pro-
pose? My answer to this is simple. |
just remind Members that we do not
have this money to spend in the first
place. Furthermore, because the CPB is
funded with 2-year advance appropria-
tions, we are discussing money to be
spent in 2000. Therefore, an offset is not
needed.

Our country is operating with a defi-
cit that needs to be reduced. In our
strenuous attempts to reduce Federal
spending, we have taken pains to
scrimp and to save. The funding for
many other Government agencies and
programs has been reduced this year.
So why should the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting receive a $50 mil-
lion increase? If | am not mistaken,
breast cancer research did not receive a
$50 million increase this year. Maybe
they did. Literacy did not receive it.
Alzheimer’s research did not receive it.
I cannot tell my colleagues what we
could do for the quality of life for our
people in the Armed Services that in
some cases are living in Third World
conditions around the world in our
Army bases, on the committee that |
chair, if we had $50 million extra. But
we are putting it not into these things,
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we are putting it into an increase in
public broadcasting.

Again, my amendment will reduce
the committee’s proposed funding for
the CPB by $50 million so that the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting ulti-
mately receives the same amount of
money that was appropriated for it last
year. Please join me in supporting this
level funding for the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | oppose this amend-
ment. As | said earlier, I am a strong
supporter of public broadcasting. |
would say to the gentleman this is not
an item that is off-budget. It is simply
an appropriation for the year 2000 and
charged against the allocation for the
year 2000 when we come to it.

As | said before, we have dramati-
cally reduced the budget for the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting from
a high of $315 million down to $250 mil-
lion. At the time we asked the Corpora-
tion to undertake major initiatives to
downsize and to become more efficient.
They did exactly what we asked. By
1996, CPB had reduced its own staff by
25 percent. In this bill, we have asked
all administrative staffs to be cut, but
I do not know of a single agency that
has made the dramatic reduction that
CPB has made.

In our hearings, we learned that over
70 percent of households in this coun-
try receive more than one public tele-
vision signal. In some markets, house-
holds receive as many as 11 TV signals.
We asked CPB to address that problem.
The Corporation for Public Broadcast-
ing does not have the legislative au-
thority to unilaterally fix this prob-
lem, but under the very strong leader-
ship of Ambassador Richard Carlson,
an appointee of both the Reagan and
Bush administrations, CPB led the pub-
lic television industry to adopt a one
grant per market policy. This new pol-
icy assures that where there is signal
overlap, where there is duplication,
CPB will stop awarding multiple grants
and make only one grant per market.

The system has already achieved
much greater efficiency and has re-
duced duplication. | will continue
through the appropriations oversight
capacity to ensure that these initia-
tives are preserved and advanced. But |
think the Members should recognize
that we have cut funding below a level
commensurate with the efficiencies we
have required of CPB.

We were on a path to zero funding,
and that policy has now been changed.
The funding level in this bill is lower
than the funding level we provided in
the fiscal year 1994 bill, 1 would say to
the gentleman from Colorado. If one
considers inflation, the funding the
committee is proposing is below the
fiscal year 1993 level.
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So this appropriation that the com-
mittee is recommending for the year
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2000 recommends a freeze, as compared
to the amount provided in the fiscal
year 1993 bill. Few other agencies of
this Government can make this claim.

Mr. Chairman, the recommended
level, | believe, is a good one. It en-
sures that CPB continues to be effi-
cient and reduce duplication, and it en-
sures that the public broadcasting sys-
tem has sufficient resources to operate
sufficiently. | would urge Members to
oppose the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in opposition to this amendment and
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. ENGEL], who has been a
champion of the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentlewoman from Connecticut for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, | rise strongly in op-
position to this amendment. There is
no reason to have any kind of an as-
sault on public broadcasting when pub-
lic broadcasting has been so successful
and it is a public-private relationship
that works.

We talk a lot about eliminating
wasteful Government programs. |
think we are all for eliminating waste-
ful Government programs. But when
we have a program that works, when
we have a program that is not waste-
ful, when we have a program that
reaches so many millions upon mil-
lions of Americans, why would we want
to do anything to harm it? It seems to
me that these are the kinds of pro-
grams that we ought to be pumping
more money into, because they have
been successful; not trying to pull
money away from it or trying to kill
it.

Public broadcasting is a private-pub-
lic partnership that works. It is a suc-
cess story that demonstrates what the
Government and the private sector can
do when we work together.

CPB funds serve as seed money for
new programs and station support. For
every Federal dollar invested, public
broadcasting raises $6 additional. This
Federal seed money is crucial to public
broadcasting stations, especially to
those in underserved and rural areas of
the country, because it provides the
fund-raising base needed to sustain
noncommercial programming. Ending
this partnership or diminishing this
partnership will only hurt the children
and families who rely on public broad-
casting as their source for news and
education.

We all know access to public tele-
vision is free. Many households in this
country cannot afford to pay $300 or
$600 per year for cable TV. This pro-
vides a service for those people.

Eighty-eight thousand adults per
year get GED certificates. Two million
adults have gotten GED certificates as
a result of public broadcasting. Why
would we want to stop that?

The American people see and know
the positive results and the quality and
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integrity of public broadcasting. Fur-
ther cutting CPB will mean that CPB
will have to pander to the monetary
and rating concerns of commercial
broadcasting.

Why would we want to put them in
that category? The whole reason for
public broadcasting is not to have just
another commercial broadcasting sta-
tion, where they have to worry about
ratings and have to worry about selling
things and all these seedy commercials
and seedy things that go on.

We do not want that. We want a bet-
ter quality of television, and public
broadcasting provides that better qual-
ity of television.

I have three children ages 3 to 16. My
kids were all raised on public broad-
casting. | like to listen to public broad-
casting, my wife does as well, and my
family. There are literally millions
upon millions of Americans in all
walks of life who rely on public broad-
casting.

Public broadcasting has an average
of 5.5 hours per day of instructional
television, which is used by 1.8 million
teachers to teach 29 million students in
70,000 schools in the United States.
Why would we want to hurt that?

Eliminating support for public broad-
casting would result in the demise of
quality shows, like the MacNeil-Lehrer
News Hour Report, Mr. Roger’s Neigh-
borhood, and even William F. Buck-
ley’s Firing Line. It would increase the
emergence of shows like Hard Copy and
Jenny Jones, without the presence of
viable alternatives like those on public
broadcasting.

It is a myth to say we have increased
funding, because if we look at the cur-
rent fiscal year 1999 appropriation, $250
million, it actually provides 18 percent
less buying power than in the fiscal
year 1990 appropriation.

The report bill’s increase in funding
for CPB is less than the inflation ad-
justment from the fiscal year 1990 fund-
ing level. Let us also remember that
CPB lost $99 million in rescissions in
the 104th Congress. So rather than an
increase, we are really behind what we
would have been.

Public broadcasting is one of the
Federal Government’s most cost-effec-
tive expenditures, just costing 98 cents
per year for every citizen. According to
a national poll, public television
ranked second and public radio ranked
third on a list of Government programs
that can provide the best value for the
dollar.

Again, why would we want to cut
this? The American people have been
very outspoken in their support of pub-
lic broadcasting, and understand its
benefits and the quality and integrity
of the programming.

Public radio and television are
among the top five values in return for
tax dollars spent, according to a recent
poll conducted by Roper Starch World-
wide. Let us fully support CPB funding
and vote against this ill-thought
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, public broadcasting is a pri-
vate-public partnership that works:
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This is a success story that demonstrates
what the Government and the private sector
can accomplish when they work together.

CPB funds serve as seed money for new
programs and station support: For every Fed-
eral dollar invested, public broadcasting raises
$6 more.

The Federal seed money is crucial to public
broadcasting stations, especially to those in
underserved and rural areas of the country,
because it provides the fund raising base
needed to sustain noncommercial program-
ming.

E%ding this partnership will only hurt the
children and families who rely on public broad-
casting as their source for news and edu-
cation.

Access to public TV is free. Many house-
holds cannot afford to pay $300 to $600 per
year for cable television.

Eighty-eight thousand houses per year get
GED certificates—[MADULO]. The American
people see and know the positive results in
the quality and integrity of public broadcasting.

Further cutting CPB will mean that CPB will
have to pander to the monetary and ratings
concerns of commercial broadcasting.

If support for public broadcasting is severely
cut or eliminated, the quality of programming
and the educational value it provides will suf-
fer as a result.

Eliminating support for public broadcasting
would result in the demise of quality shows
like The MacNeil-Lehrer News Hour, Mister
Rogers Neighborhood, and, yes, William F.
Buckley’s Firing Line.

Children average 5% hours per day of in-
structional television used by 1 to 8 million
teachers to teach 29%: million students in
70,000 schools. It would increase the emer-
gence of shows like “Hard Copy” and Jenny
Jones without the presence of viable alter-
natives like those on public broadcasting.

The bill provides a proper amount of funding
and should be retained.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Washington, DC, September 5, 1997.
DoN'T CuT CPB

DEAR COLLEAGUE: We urge you to oppose
amendments to the Labor-HHS-Education
Appropriations bill that could reduce fund-
ing for your local public broadcasting sta-
tions through the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting (CPB).

The Appropriations Committee approved a
$300 million advance allocation for CPB in
FY 2000 with bipartisan support. However,
amendments may be proposed that would ei-
ther cut or eliminate funding for CPB. Fund-
ing provided through CPB is vital to local
public television and radio stations through-
out the nation and must be continued.

Public broadcasting is a private-public
partnership that works. It is a success story
that demonstrates what the government and
the private sector can accomplish when they
work together. Weakening or ending this
partnership will only hurt the children and
families who rely on public broadcasting as
their source for news and education.

The American people have been very out-
spoken in their support of public broadcast-
ing and understand its benefits in the qual-
ity and integrity of the programming. Public
radio and television are among the top five
values in return for tax dollars spent accord-
ing to a recent poll conducted by Roper
Starch Worldwide, Inc. Let’s fully support
CPB so the American people can continue to
receive the quality programming they de-
serve.

Sincerely,
ELIOT L. ENGEL,
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NITA M. LOWEY,
ToM LATHAM,
Members  of
gress.
CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING

Hefley amendment would cut the CPB FY
2000 appropriation in the bill by $50 million,
to provide level funding with the FY 1998 and
1999 appropriations. The bill contains a $50
million increase from $250 million in 1999 to
$300 million in 2000. (CPB is advance funded
two years ahead the normal fiscal year in
the appropriations bill.)

The current FY 99 appropriation—$250 mil-
lion—provides 18% less buying power than
did the FY 90 appropriation. The reported
bill’s increase in funding (to $300M) for CPB
is less than an inflation adjustment from the
FY 1990 funding level.

CPB lost $99 million in rescissions in the
104th Congress.

Public broadcasting is one of the federal
government’s most cost-effective expendi-
tures, just 98 cents per year for every citizen.

According to a national poll, public tele-
vision ranked 2nd and public radio ranked
3rd on a list of government programs that
provide the best value for the dollar.

Con-

APPROPRIATION HISTORY

[In millions of dollars]

Current
appro-
priation

Original
appro-
priation

Rescis-
sion

Year:
1995 ..
199 ..
1997 ..
1998 ..
1999 ..
2000 ..

292.6
312.0
315.0
250.0
250.0
300.0

285.6
275.0
260.0
250.0
250.0
300.0

Approximately 87 radio and 61 TV grant re-
cipients rely on CPB funds for 25% or more
of their budgets. These stations are at the
greatest financial risk of financial insol-
vency should federal support be frozen at
$250 Million through FY 2000.

A continued real-dollar decline in federal
support would increase the pressure to com-
mercialize and threaten the non-commercial
nature of public broadcasting—an essential
part of its character and identity.

Although less than 17% of public radio
funding is received from federal sources, this
funding source is vital as ‘‘seed money”’, ena-
bling public radio to leverage 5-6 dollars in
other funding for every dollar in federal
funding.

Since 1995, CPB has worked to institute
many of the changes Congress expressed con-
cern about. They reduced their own overhead
(which was already less than 5%) and created
a new grant program to fund consolidation
and cost-cutting projects.

According to a Department of Education
study, 71.5% of preschool children from
households earning $25,000 or less watch pub-
lic broadcasting educational programming
(Sesame Street, Barney, Mr. Rogers, or
Reading Rainbow) at least once a week.

75% of Americans ranked children’s pro-
gramming aired on public television higher
than children’s programs available from
other sources, such as broadcast networks
and cable.

Access to Public TV is free. Many house-
holds cannot afford to pay $300-$600 per year
for cable TV.

69% of teachers report using PBS program-
ming for educational purposes in the class-
room at least once a month—more than dou-
ble the next most frequently used source.

GED on TV enables 88,000 adults per year
to obtain a GED certificate. Over 2 million
adults have received a GED certificate
through this program since its inception.

Public television stations broadcast an av-
erage of 5% hours per day of Instructional
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television (ITV) used by 1.8 million teachers
to reach 29.5 million students in 70,000
schools.

Public television’s Adult Learning Service
(ALS) is used by % of the nation’s colleges.
Over the past 15 years, over 4 million adults
have participated in ALS with 400,000 work-
ing adults using the service each semester.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. NADLER].

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, public
broadcasting plays a crucial role in our
culture. It makes available to all
Americans important programming
which may not be commercially viable
and certainly not available to those
who cannot afford cable TV. For a rel-
atively small investment by the Fed-
eral Government, Americans are able
to have access to thought-provoking
programming which, without public
broadcasting, would go unseen.

Public broadcasting not only adds
richness and texture to the lives of
Americans nationwide, it provides an
important service in educating and en-
lightening both children and adults.

Constituents, thousands of them, call
me and write me and tell me how im-
portant the public broadcasting station
is to their families and how much they
enjoy and benefit from its program-
ming. From ‘‘Sesame Street’” to “Mr.
Roger’s Neighborhood,”” the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting has a long
tradition of providing quality chil-
dren’s educational programming that
parents trust.

The CPB has also helped broadcast a
wide variety of cultural programs, in-
cluding dance and musical perform-
ances, ‘‘Masterpiece Theater,”” and the
popular series on the Civil War. The
CPB also helps fund National Public
Radio, which millions of Americans
have come to depend on for informa-
tion and news.

Mr. Chairman, we ought to fully fund
the CPB and reject efforts to cut its
funding. | urge Members to oppose and
reject this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | rise to oppose the Hefley
amendment to cut funding for the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting [CPB].

Public broadcasting plays a crucial role in
our culture. It makes available to all Ameri-
cans important programming which may not
be commercially viable and certainly not avail-
able to those who cannot afford cable TV. For
a relatively small investment by the Federal
Government, Americans are able to have ac-
cess to thought-provoking programming which,
without public broadcasting, may go unseen.
Public broadcasting not only adds richness
and texture to the lives of Americans nation-
wide—it provides an important service in edu-
cating and enlightening both children and
adults.

In my own district, the CPB helps fund
Channel thirteen, which offers diverse edu-
cational and cultural programming that is high-
ly valued by the people of New York. Every
year, | receive numerous letters from my con-
stituents expressing their appreciation for the
services that Thirteen provides. They tell me
how important the station is to their families
and how much they enjoy and benefit from its
programming. From “Sesame Street” to “Mr.
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Roger's Neighborhood,” the CPB has a long
tradition of providing quality children’s edu-
cational programming that parents trust. The
CPB has also helped broadcast a wide variety
of cultural programs, including dance and mu-
sical performances, “Masterpiece Theater,”
and the popular series on the Civil War. The
CPB also helps fund National Public Radio
which millions of Americans have come to de-
pend on for information and news.

We ought to fully fund the CPB and reject
efforts to drastically cut its funding. | urge my
colleagues to oppose the Hefley amendment.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from North
Carolina, [Mr. PRICE].

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, | rise in strong opposition
to the Hefley amendment. The gen-
tleman from Colorado has pointed out
in a letter to our colleagues that fund-
ing for the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting has decreased over the
last 4 years and was moving toward
zero, and then he notes this year’s ap-
propriation would increase funding
slightly, he should have said, to a level
of $300 million and then he asks what
happened.

I think we know what happened.
What happened is that Congress has re-
alized the value of this funding. What
happened is a poll this year done by
Roper Starch Worldwide indicates the
public rated public radio as the second
best use of Federal dollars out of a
whole range of public programs. What
happened is the American people have
spoken up and defended public radio
and television.

Mr. Chairman, even at $300 million,
CPB will be funded below the fiscal 1997
level before rescissions. If every Gov-
ernment program could do as well as
this one has, leveraging $5 for every
Federal dollar appropriated, we would
have balanced this budget long ago.

In North Carolina, we realize the
value of this funding. We have a weekly
viewing public of 2.5 million for our
public television stations, and our peo-
ple have spoken resoundingly for con-
tinuing this investment, even as we
balance the Federal budget. They have
given generously, about $3 in viewer
contributions for every Federal dollar
received. Public Broadcasting is a
sound and productive investment, and
we must reject this misguided attempt
to cut this appropriation.

Mr. Chairman, the argument that viewers
and corporate sponsors will fill the gap misses
the point. This is a partnership. Federal seed
money does not replace or restrict private giv-
ing, but stimulates it. In North Carolina, CPB
funding provides only 9 percent of the our
public television budget, but it is a crucial base
of funding and it helps bring forth participation
from State government, the university system,
corporate sponsors, and thousands of loyal
viewers.

Public broadcasting is a unique resource.
Only PBS does programming like “Sesame
Street.” The networks run often violent car-
toons as their children’s programming.

Federal funding is necessary to ensure the
continuation of educational programming
which allows students in rural areas, where at-
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tending a university to participate in lifelong
learning is physically impossible, to improve
their skills. In North Carolina more than 10,000
students have enrolled intelecourses for col-
lege credit and more than 8,000 North Caro-
linians have obtained their GED’s because of
our public television station, WUNC.

In the mountains of western North Carolina
often the only over-air station for households
is North Carolina Public Television. These are
the people that we have to ensure have ac-
cess to national news. Not everyone can af-
ford satellite dishes.

| hope my colleagues understand what has
happened. Congress attempted to cut this
funding and the people said no. The people
said we do not mind spending $1 a year for
public radio and television programming. Even
as we balance the budget, we must make in-
vestments in our future and the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting is one of the best in-
vestments that our Federal dollars can buy.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, there has been some
wonderful changes around the House of
Representatives in the last 3 years, and
I applaud those changes, but as | sit
here and listen to this debate, it is
amazing to me how even though
changes occur, how much things stay
the same in many respects.

Only here in the House of Represent-
atives would we say that it is a myth
to say that we are raising funding when
we raise funding by $50 million. But it
is a myth, based upon some kind of a
measurement back in the past of what
we did in another era, and we are try-
ing to get away from that era with the
changes that have occurred. It is a
myth that we are raising the funding
for this. It is a myth to say that if we
do not do this, if we do not do this $50
million, that we are cutting public
broadcasting.

Things change, but things stay the
same.

Let me make it very clear. What |
propose to do here is not do away with
public broadcasting. What | propose is
to hold the funding level with what it
was last year.

In compliance with the intention of
the Committee on Appropriations in
1995 when they said, we need to move
public broadcasting, to begin to wean
them off the public funding, which, as
was pointed out by the other speakers,
is a very small percentage anyway, to
begin to wean them off the public fund-
ing and make them independent. That
is all we are trying to do here. We are
not destroying anything. We are just
trying to hold level what we did last
year.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
distinguished and able gentleman from
Louisiana, [Mr. TAuzIN], chairman of
the authorizing committee.

(Mr. TAUZIN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, let me
again thank the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and beg the
House their attention, because | be-
lieve we have begun in this appropria-
tions process a very important debate
on the nature of commercial broadcast-
ing and public broadcasting in our soci-
ety, a debate that we will have to have
on this floor in a much more pro-
tracted way, in a much more detailed
way, and a much more substantive way
than we can have in these 30 minutes.

Let me first concede that we have a
confusion of purpose among the law
and the regulators in commercial and
public broadcasting. As we speak, the
Gore commission is right now debating
what recommendations it wants to
make to this body in terms of imposing
new public mandates upon commercial
broadcasters. To do what? To do public
broadcasting. To do more educational
programming, more free time for pub-
lic debates by candidates or more cov-
erage of governmental operations. On
what? On commercial broadcasting, a
function you would think would be des-
ignated to public broadcasting inter-
ests in this country, to public radio
and public television.

On the other hand, because we have
gone through a period where we seem
to think that public broadcasting
ought to be funded by private interests,
we have more and more pushed public
broadcasting to a point where they
have had to go to sell commercials, to
actually try to get programming on
that is commercially viable, that will
attract a large audience, things we
never intended for public broadcasting.

We intended public broadcasting to
be something different than commer-
cial broadcasting, something very spe-
cial and unique in our society, that
would do educational and public-type
programming in arts and culture and
history and learning and what have
you. We have confused the two mis-
sions. So it is important we begin this
debate today.

But let me say to my friend who of-
fered this amendment, | must rise in
opposition to the amendment. | think
we went in the wrong direction when
we pushed public broadcasting more
and more to look like commercial
broadcasting, and | think the Gore
commission will be wrong when it tries
to demand of commercial broadcasters
that they look more and more like pub-
lic broadcasters.

It is time we began to really draw the
lines of distinction. It seems to me
that the best solution is to set up pub-
lic broadcasting in the way we in-
tended it, separately funded by a trust
fund mechanism that does not nec-
essarily rely upon so much commercial
commercialization of the public broad-
casting interests in America.

Second, we ought to allow commer-
cial broadcasters to do what we author-
ized them to do, and that is to go out
and commercially broadcast, to make a
profit and to provide entertainment,
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sports and information and other pro-
gramming to us, recreational program-
ming, on the basis of a profit motive.
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Now, how do we do that? We do that
by reforming public broadcasting and
setting up an appropriate trust fund for
that purpose. | am going to suggest
that our committee is doing just that.

We are prepared now and are begin-
ning to actually draft legislation that
will reform public broadcasting and
some of these duopolies that so many
people complain about. Help public
broadcasting enter the digital age, as
we are instructing commercial broad-
casters to do. If commercial broad-
casters want to use their digital li-
censes to do more than one program of
HDTV, and in fact get into other lines
of business with those digital licenses,
there will be, | suggest, a source of
funding for a trust fund mechanism to
make sure that public broadcasting re-
mains, in fact, public broadcasting, less
dependent upon taxpayers’ support, but
also less dependent upon the commer-
cial world for the support of its initia-
tives, as this Congress declares public
broadcasting’s initiatives to be defined.

Let me say, | think America appre-
ciates its public broadcasting. Amer-
ica, in the most recent poll, lists public
television and public radio as two of
the top three best dollar expenditures
of the Federal Government.

As it was pointed out earlier, 93 per-
cent of the money is shared with the
local stations. A 6-to-1 return in other
support for the Federal dollars we put
into it indicate a great public interest
and support for public broadcasting.
This amendment, | think, takes us in
the wrong direction.

I am urging this House to reject it,
give the authorizing committee a
chance to reform it, and then let us
begin the good debate.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposi-
tion to amendments to cut funding for the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting.

Since 1994, when our committee began cut-
ting appropriations for CPB, which dropped 15
million from fiscal year 1996 to fiscal year
1997 and will drop 10 million more next year,
the corporation has been aggressive in imple-
menting policies to distribute its Federal funds
in more efficient ways. Through administrative
cuts, the phaseout of multiple base grants, a
moratorium on adding new stations to grant
programs, and increased fundraising effort, the
CPB is making strong efforts to address the
committee’s concerns and make the most fru-
gal use of its tax dollars while still carrying out
its mission to provide excellence in program-
ming.

For 30 years, the corporation has provided
educational, cultural, and informational pro-
gramming to the American public. Public tele-
vision is available to every child and adult, re-
gardless of family income, or geographical lo-
cation. CPB is dedicated to helping learners of
all ages. It provides responsible programming
with a reputation for excellence, nonviolent,
educational programming which teaches our
children and prepares them for the classroom.

Federal support is the foundation used to le-
verage state, local, university, and viewer sup-
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port. It is a public/private partnership that
serves to benefit the widest array of Ameri-
cans. It is an investment that reaps enormous
benefit for us all. | urge my colleagues to op-
pose all cuts in funding to this important pro-
gram.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
opposition to the Hefley and Crane amend-
ments to reduce or eliminate funds for the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting. The $300
million in the bill represents a slightly more
than 2 percent increase in public
broadcasting’s buying power over the last dec-
ade. We should be investing more in this na-
tional cultural and information resource.

| find it incredibly ironic that as we are de-
bating whether to adequately fund one of the
most critical cultural institutions of our time, we
have recently simply handed over tens of bil-
lions of dollars’ worth of spectrum to commer-
cial broadcasters—are they going to use this
spectrum to provide the depth and breadth of
programs and services found in public broad-
casting? | don't think so.

Public broadcasters can and should play a
significant role in preparing our communities
for the 21st century. We need to give them the
tools to do so. A Federal commitment to CPB
is a commitment to partnering with our com-
munities to invest in our future.

The Nation’s public broadcasting system is
an outstanding example of the public/private
partnership at work. Every dollar appropriated
to CPB generates approximately five more
from corporate donors, endowments, viewers,
and listeners. That's a five to one return on
the Federal investment—and the paybacks are
in programs, services, and jobs all across the
country. | can’t think of another Federal pro-
gram with such a high rate of return.

Public broadcasters are holding up their end
of the partnership. In fact, the CPB appropria-
tion represents only 14 percent of the indus-
try’s total income. While some might argue
that 14 percent is easily replaceable, | believe
that the Federal component of the partnership
serves as critical seed money to leverage pri-
vate investments in programs and services.
Without the initial CPB funds, many public tel-
evision, and radio stations would be unable to
develop a specific program or service concept
to the point where other parties would be in-
terested in investing.

From improving the livability of our commu-
nities through programs such as “Planet
Neighborhood” to providing emergency com-
munication services, public broadcast stations
use these funds to provide a breadth and
depth of critical programs and services to our
communities that are unparalleled elsewhere
in the broadcast world.

Public broadcasting programs and services
are particularly critical for Oregon.

Without OPB, critical educational services
would be lost, including: The classroom TV
service, which provides instructional television
to 30,000 elementary and secondary teachers;
college telecourses, which have reached
80,000 students, making OPB one of the top
distance educators in America; and since
1987, OPB has prepared more than 3,000 Or-
egonians for high school equivalency exams,
making it one of the State’s most highly at-
tended secondary schools.

Public broadcasting is so important to Or-
egonian’s that over half of OPB’s operating
budget comes from more than 100,000 mem-
bers. OPB'’s television audience has the larg-

H7213

est percentage of prime-time viewers of any
American public television market.

We have the tools, infrastructure, and inno-
vative spirit to make communities across the
Nation more livable through cultural opportuni-
ties. What we need is a national commitment
to improving the livability of our communities
by investing in culture.

We won't be able to balance the budget by
eliminating spending on our Nation’s cultural
heritage. In fact, the Federal Government
spends only about ¥100th of 1 percent on cul-
ture. If we attempt to use our cultural invest-
ments to balance the budget, we will lose
much more than we would ever gain in deficit
reduction.

| urge my colleagues to recognize the long-
term economic and social benefits an invest-
ment in culture convey to our communities
and the Nation as a whole and oppose the
Hefley-Crane amendments.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, public
broadcasting gives the American people, both
young and old, exceptional programming not
available on commercial television, such as
the award-winning “Civil War” series, the “Jim
Lehrer NewsHour,” “Masterpiece Theater,”
and PBS’ unique children’s educational pro-
gramming.

The Corporation for Public Broadcasting
[CPB] is an asset to children and families
throughout the nation and is worthy of its fund-
ing.

According to a Roper Starch Worldwide, Inc.
poll from July, 1997, the American public rates
public radio as the second best value in return
for tax dollars spent out of 20 services.

The quality and variety of educational, infor-
mational, and cultural programming found on
public broadcast stations cannot be found any-
where else on radio or television.

Public broadcast stations are among a lim-
ited selection of stations that cater to a large
number of locally originated programs. In addi-
tion, public broadcast stations in rural and un-
derserved urban areas greatly depend on Fed-
eral funds for their economic base.

CPB provides services that reach out to
people of all backgrounds and ages through-
out the country. For example, many public
radio stations provide radio reading services
for the blind. In my own district of Rochester,
NY the local public broadcasting station,
WXXI, helps prepare young children to learn
when they enter school and provides numer-
ous college telecourses for adult education. In
fact, the national Public Broadcasting Service
arm of CPB is the leading source of college
telecourses in the country.

CPB plays an essential role in our edu-
cational and cultural growth as a nation. Vote
against the Hefley amendment to the Labor-
HHS-Education appropriations bill to cut fund-
ing from the CPB.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
HEFLEY].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, |
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Thurs-
day, July 31, 1997, further proceedings
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. HEFLEY]

de-
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will be postponed, and will occur prior
to the disposition of the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. CRANE].

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

FEDERAL MEDIATION AND CONCILIATION
SERVICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for the Federal Me-
diation and Conciliation Service to carry out
the functions vested in it by the Labor Man-
agement Relations Act, 1947 (29 U.S.C. 171-
180, 182-183), including hire of passenger
motor vehicles, and for expenses necessary
for the Labor-Management Cooperation Act
of 1978 (29 U.S.C. 175a); and for expenses nec-
essary for the Service to carry out the func-
tions vested in it by the Civil Service Reform
Act, Public Law 95-454 (5 U.S.C. chapter 71),
$33,481,000, including $1,500,000, to remain
available through September 30, 1999, for ac-
tivities authorized by the Labor-Manage-
ment Cooperation Act of 1978 (29 U.S.C. 175a):
Provided, That notwithstanding 31 U.S.C.
3302, fees charged, up to full-cost recovery,
for special training activities and for arbi-
tration services shall be credited to and
merged with this account, and shall remain
available until expended: Provided further,
That fees for arbitration services shall be
available only for education, training, and
professional development of the agency
workforce: Provided further, That the Direc-
tor of the Service is authorized to accept on
behalf of the United States gifts of services
and real, personal, or other property in the
aid of any projects or functions within the
Director’s jurisdiction.

FEDERAL MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH REVIEW

COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for the Federal
Mine Safety and Health Review Commission
(30 U.S.C. 8701 et seq.), $6,060,000.

NATIONAL COMMISSION ON LIBRARIES AND

INFORMATION SCIENCE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses for the National
Commission on Libraries and Information
Science, established by the Act of July 20,
1970 (Public Law 91-345, as amended by Pub-
lic Law 102-95), $1,000,000.

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON DISABILITY
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for the National
Council on Disability as authorized by title
IV of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as
amended, $1,793,000.

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. Mr.
Chairman, | move to strike the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, | did have an amend-
ment that | put at the desk, but | have
talked with the leadership of both
sides, | have talked with the leadership
on the Democratic side, and | am going
to withdraw that amendment. But | do
want to speak to school construction.

Mr. Chairman, we sit in this House
and talk about testing. We sit in this
House and talk about higher standards.
We sit here and talk about parental in-
volvement. But we never talk about
the one thing that will be the impor-
tant factor in quality education, and
that is an environment that is condu-
cive to learning.

The amendment that | was to intro-
duce would have spoken to that, and
this amendment was simple. It was to
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speak to the whole notion of allowing
our children to have the quality edu-
cation through an environment that
will be conducive to learning.

We know that schools have leaky
roofs, they have bad plumbing, they
have asbestos, they have all types of
hazards around them that will not
allow children to have the quality edu-
cation and the environment that is
conducive to learning. The buildings
that our children are forced to try to
learn in are the most deplorable types
of buildings that anyone would ask to
have anyone come into.

One-third of all the elementary and
secondary schools in the United States
serving 14 million students need exten-
sive repair or renovation. Over 60 per-
cent of the Nation’s 110,000 public, ele-
mentary, and secondary school facili-
ties need major repair.

Last year an estimated $112 billion
was needed to repair and upgrade
school facilities to a good condition,
not an excellent one; and yet, it is
amazing to me that we are talking
about just $5 billion, in trying to cor-
rect the ills that will afford our chil-
dren a quality education in our
schools. If education is going to be a
priority in this country, then we must
have the environment that is condu-
cive to the quality education that we
want.

Furthermore, many schools do not
have the physical infrastructure to
take advantage of computers and other
technology needed to meet the chal-
lenges of the next century. In my State
of California, 87 percent of schools re-
port a need to upgrade or repair on-site
buildings to good overall condition.
Seventy-one percent of all California
schools have at least one inadequate
building feature, and of these building
feature problems, 40 percent are the
roofs, 42 percent are interior walls and
windows, and 41 percent are plumbing.
Forty-one percent are also the ventila-
tion and heating and air conditioning,
and 37 percent of schools do not even
have sufficient capabilities to use the
computers.

We talk about high-tech, we talk
about the Information Highway, but
without having sufficient wiring in
schools, we cannot have our children
prepare for what is called the Informa-
tion Highway and this whole high-tech
era. As my colleagues know, it is by far
the poorest communities, such as my
communities, that have the most dif-
ficulty meeting the needs to maintain
and improve school facilities.

So | urge all of my colleagues, as we
come to this floor, not to just talk
about higher learning, higher stand-
ards, we want that; not to just talk
about parental involvement, we want
that; not to just talk about testing, we
certainly want that; but we also want
an environment that is conducive to
learning. That environment must in-
clude school construction that will
allow us to fix and repair those schools
that we ask our children to attempt to
learn in.
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Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.
Mr. Chairman, I want to thank my

distinguished colleague, the gentle-
woman from California [Ms.
MILLENDER-McCDONALD] for bringing

this issue to our attention. The gentle-
woman has been a leader on this issue,
and is a cosponsor of H.R. 1104, the
Partnership to Rebuild America’s
Schools. We currently have 113 cospon-
sors. The gentlewoman from California
[Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD] has spent
a great deal of time touring the schools
in her district, as | have in mine. There
is widespread support in this House for
rebuilding our schools.

It seems to me that if we are going to
put computers in each of our schools, if
we are going to build bridges to the
21st century, we have to acknowledge
that we cannot put computers in 19th
century schools. As | have driven up to
some of our schools, there was coal
being delivered, plaster was falling
down, large sheets of plastic were hold-
ing up walls that were crumbling be-
cause of leaks in the roof. This is a na-
tional emergency. The GAO has made
it clear in their report that there is
over $112 billion needed to repair our
schools.

As the gentlewoman from California
[Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD] has said, if
we are going to be partners with State
and local governments in a whole range
of issues, such as building prisons, then
how can we not invest in our schools?

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank my
distinguished colleague again for her
leadership on this issue, and | want to
assure the Members that not only are
there 113 cosponsors in this House, but
there are parents, there are children,
there are PTAs, there are school boards
all around the country who understand
that the Federal Government can be
and should be a partner with them.

Although our schools are a State and
local responsibility, we do have a re-
sponsibility to make sure that every
child is educated in a safe classroom
and gets the best supplies they need.

I want to assure the gentlewoman
from California [Ms. MILLENDER-
McDONALD] that we are going to work
together to make this investment a re-
ality, and make sure the Federal Gov-
ernment is a partner in rebuilding our
schools. | thank her again for address-
ing this issue.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | do not propose to
take anywhere near 5 minutes, but |
had a discussion with the gentlewoman
from California, and | do realize her
strong commitment in this area, as
well as the commitment of my senior
Senator from lIllinois.

But | have to say that this is not a
Federal responsibility. There are re-
pairs of $120 billion needed in our Na-
tion’s schools that the States and local
school districts have not taken care of
as they should have, and as they have
a responsibility for, and now want to
come to the Federal Government and
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say, you do it for us; you raise the
taxes, or deficit-spend, and let us spend
the money.

I believe very strongly that there are
much higher priorities, such as special
education and impact aid, which is an
obligation of the Federal Government,
and existing programs, and that the
Federal Government simply cannot un-
dertake this responsibility that be-
longs to the States and local school
districts, and must be borne by them.

Mr. Chairman, 1 include for the
RECORD a written statement further
explaining my views.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman is certainly well-intentioned,
but this provision would provide a woefully in-
adequate response to a national problem
which is properly within the jurisdiction of local
and State governments. Local governments
across this country bear the responsibility and
have jealously guarded the prerogative of edu-
cating students through the high school level.
The Federal Government simply does not nor
should it bear the responsibility of providing
general capital and operating funds for ele-
mentary and secondary education any more
than it should dictate curricula to local schools.

Under both Republican and Democratic
leadership, this subcommittee has considered
and rejected several proposals during the
1990’s to establish Federal school infrastruc-
ture or construction initiatives. Congress has
repeatedly considered and rejected, as it
should, proposals to actively involve the Fed-
eral Government in financing of public elemen-
tary and secondary education in this country.
Even the President’'s budget justification for
1995 indicated “The construction and renova-
tion of school facilities has traditionally been
the responsibility of State and local govern-
ment” and “we are opposed to the creation of
a new Federal grant program for school con-
struction.”

Mr. Chairman, | believe this amendment is
well-intentioned and responds to studies re-
leased recently indicating great unmet school
infrastructure needs nationwide. The General
Accounting Office [GAOQ], for example, recently
issued a report based on a self-reported sur-
vey estimating $112 billion in school infrastruc-
ture needs in America. But even if accurate,
the study does not suggest that these needs
ought to be Federal responsibilities, and in
fact, they are not. Nor does the study indicate
the vast Federal resources that contribute indi-
rectly to addressing this problem.

First, the GAO report does not provide a
high quality of information. The survey did not
provide any standards for reporting infrastruc-
ture needs. In fact, the data is based on self-
reporting with an obvious bias toward over-re-
porting needs in order to generate demand for
funding.

Nor does the study indicate the vast Federal
resources already dedicated to local school in-
frastructure needs. The Congressional Re-
search Service recently reported that for 1993,
the last year for which data are available, the
Federal Government provided a tax subsidy of
$16.5 billion for the outgoing and capital costs
of elementary and secondary education. The
report indicated the Federal Government had
tax expenditures of $1.4 billion for tax exempt
bonds used for school construction, $6.1 bil-
lion for the exclusion of the portion of property
tax payments from Federal taxation that go di-
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rectly for education, and $9 billion for the ex-
clusion of the portion of other State and local
taxes that go directly for education.

Given that the GAO estimates national infra-
structure needs at $112 billion and the CRS
estimates Federal tax contributions of over
$16 billion for education, this amendment to
create a $3 million Federal infrastructure fails
to make a substantive contribution to the solu-
tion of the problem. By way of illustration, the
proposed funding represents three-thou-
sandths of 1 percent of the unmet need and
an increase of one Fiftieth of 1 percent of the
current Federal tax investment in school infra-
structure.

Mr. Chairman, proponents of the various
construction initiatives this subcommittee has
considered over the last several years indicate
that technology improvements are a major
concern of schools and would receive a sub-
stantial portion of any Federal funding dedi-
cated to infrastructure needs. However, in this
area the Congress is already providing sub-
stantial resources that dwarf the proposed
funding level. This bill already provides several
hundred million dollars in direct education
technology appropriations in addition to an es-
timated $57 million in the title IV block grant
program, $5 million in the Goals 2000 Pro-
gram, and $450 million in title | program. The
Department of Education cannot even esti-
mate the amount of Federal funds spent to
train teachers on the use of technology in the
classroom.

Worst of all, this proposal is a one time infu-
sion of a very small amount of funding that is
not part of an integrated or considered plan to
make a substantive, ongoing contribution to
the infrastructure and technology needs of
schools. The CRS recently estimated the cost
of outfitting each of the approximately 2 million
classrooms with computers, software, and
connections to the Internet from $9.4 billion to
$22 billion. The ongoing costs of upgrading
technology, software, and service charges for
Internet connection range from $1.8 to $4.6
billion annually. The proposal in no way indi-
cates how the Federal Government, with a $3
million program, can make any serious con-
tribution to these needs.

The $112 million in unmet infrastructure
needs reported by the GAO represents one
and one half times the total funding in this bill
for all labor, health, and education programs.
Clearly, we do not have the resources in this
bill, even if we funded nothing else, to solve
the problem of local school infrastructure
needs. State and local governments spent $23
billion in 1992-93, the most recent year for
which data are available, an amount greater
than total Federal appropriations for the De-
partment of Education.

Mr. Chairman, education infrastructure is the
proper responsibility of local governments, not
the Federal Government. Even if we believed
otherwise, within the context of a balanced
budget, the Federal Government clearly does
not have the resources to make a significant
and substantial contribution to eliminating
unmet infrastructure needs. This amendment
is so small as to make no contribution if en-
acted. | urge Members to oppose the amend-
ment, focus Federal resources on Federal re-
sponsibilities which are currently underfunded,
and solve the problems we can solve and
should solve.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. PORTER. | yield to the gentle-
woman from New York.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the chairman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I will not prolong the
debate, because | know there have been
many debates on this issue. But | hope
that we can convince our distinguished
chairman that since there is precedent
for the Federal Government becoming
a partner in building prisons and a
partner in building roads and high-
ways, that together we can work to ad-
dress this serious issue in all of our
schools.

If we can be a partner in providing
computers for our schools and other
modern technology, | would hope we
could work together to be a partner in
what many of us feel is of vital na-
tional interest.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | am sort of in the
middle between the position of the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER] and
the position of the gentlewoman from
California [Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD]
and the gentlewoman from New York
[Mrs. LoweY]. | congratulate both of
them because of their concern in this
issue and their leadership in trying to
get Congress to face this issue.

I, for one, do not feel that the Fed-
eral Government can become a major
funding source for construction in the
education area, but | do think there is
a constructive role the Federal Govern-
ment could play in the construction
area.

I note that the Senate has added
some funding for a version of school
construction in their committee bill,
and |1 would hope that we could work
out some way to use that action as an
opportunity to find a constructive and
well-defined role for the Congress and
the Federal Government to play in
helping a very narrow band of school
districts around the country who do
not have the financial capability to
move ahead with construction so that
they might get out of that box.

I want to make sure that whatever
initiative we proceed with is targeted
at urban poverty and rural poverty
alike. | also want to make certain that
any formula that would be established
in the distribution of funds would place
a greater emphasis on the need to as-
sist districts who have actual health
and safety problems in their schools
because the furnaces do not run, the
plumbing does not work, the windows
are in bad shape. There are a lot of in-
credibly dilapidated hulks in which
children are trying to learn, and they
are a disgrace to the country.

There are some school districts who
simply do not have the financial capac-
ity to proceed with any useful con-
struction program, and | think State
governments and the Federal Govern-
ment both have an obligation to try to
do something about that, because the
students who come out of those schools
are mobile and move around the coun-
try, and we all suffer the consequences
of inadequate education.
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So | hope that we can avoid this issue
being polarized. 1 hope that we can
move the Congress into a very narrow
but, nonetheless, crucial role in dealing
with our school construction shortages
in districts with serious need.

I understand very well where both of
the Members are coming from on this
issue, and | hope that we can use the
Senate amendment as an opportunity
to move toward a useful consensus that
will meet the problem without making
us vulnerable to a bottomless pit of
funding which the Government clearly
cannot afford.

Ms. MILLENDER-McCDONALD. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. | yield to the gentle-
woman from California.

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. Mr.
Chairman, | would like to thank the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
for his sensitivity on the issue, and ask
that the gentleman continue to work
with the gentlewoman from New York
[Mrs. LoweY] and myself to try to find
the common ground that will help us
to improve school construction.

Mr. Chairman, | would also like to
thank the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
PORTER] and hope that the gentleman
will continue to look at this and find
some common ground to work with the
ranking member.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | think that this is a
real watershed issue of where American
public policy is reflected in how we are
going to use Federal funds, Federal
taxpayer dollars, to spend those dollars
effectively in the coming years and in
the coming century.

Without a doubt, with the actions we
have taken this year, we have been the
educational Congress and the edu-
cational President with all the tax
breaks and incentives we have given.
We have promoted wiring every class-
room in the United States with com-
puters. We have promoted the
downsizing of schools so that we can
have a smaller class size.

But, Mr. Chairman, when we think
about it we cannot get there from here
unless we put money into construction.
What is happening in the United
States, and California is probably the
leading State in this area because we
have the largest number of students in
the United States, what happens is we
are moving all of our expenditures for
school construction out of the regular
budgets. The only way those capital
outlay programs are funded is through
State bond acts or through local gen-
eral obligation bond votes. Those votes
in California, and other States | think
are going to adopt those same require-
ments, require a two-thirds vote. So it
is harder and harder and harder for
schools to provide money for construc-
tion, which is absolutely essential.

Here we are, the Federal Govern-
ment, we are providing construction
for university buildings through agri-
cultural research money, we promoted
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money for prisons and for local jails,
and those moneys can actually be used
to build classrooms in the jails and in
the prisons, but we have no money in
the Federal Government to assist
school districts, no money for those
that the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY] just talked about in the
poor, rural areas, or in the urban areas.

Mr. Chairman, this is essentially an
area where we have to get involved. We
cannot afford to not commit some Fed-
eral dollars to this. It is ridiculous that
we have the money for roads, we have
the money for promoting economic de-
velopment, we have money for every-
thing but the very essential that we
have said is in our national interest
and our national security interest to
have, a well-educated electorate. We
cannot do that unless we have school
construction money.

So, Mr. Chairman, | think it is essen-
tial that this Congress begin the first
step of finding those funds. | appreciate
this time to bring that to the attention
of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
PORTER], who is working hard on this,
and to the attention of the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that the remainder
of title IV be considered as read, print-
ed in the RECORD, and open to amend-
ment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore [Mr.
LAaHooD]. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

The text of the remainder of title IV
is as follows:

NATIONAL EDUCATION GOALS PANEL

For expenses necessary for the National
Education Goals Panel, as authorized by
title Il, part A of the Goals 2000: Educate
America Act, $2,000,000.

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for the National
Labor Relations Board to carry out the func-
tions vested in it by the Labor-Management
Relations Act, 1947, as amended (29 U.S.C.
141-167), and other laws, $174,661,000: Provided,
That no part of this appropriation shall be
available to organize or assist in organizing
agricultural laborers or used in connection
with investigations, hearings, directives, or
orders concerning bargaining units composed
of agricultural laborers as referred to in sec-
tion 2(3) of the Act of July 5, 1935 (29 U.S.C.
152), and as amended by the Labor-Manage-
ment Relations Act, 1947, as amended, and as
defined in section 3(f) of the Act of June 25,
1938 (29 U.S.C. 203), and including in said defi-
nition employees engaged in the mainte-
nance and operation of ditches, canals, res-
ervoirs, and waterways when maintained or
operated on a mutual, nonprofit basis and at
least 95 per centum of the water stored or
supplied thereby is used for farming pur-
poses: Provided further, That none of the
funds made available by this Act shall be
used in any way to promulgate a final rule
(altering 29 CFR part 103) regarding single
location bargaining units in representation
cases.

NATIONAL MEDIATION BOARD
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary to carry out the
provisions of the Railway Labor Act, as
amended (45 U.S.C. 151-188), including emer-
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gency boards appointed by the President,
$8,400,000: Provided, That unobligated bal-
ances at the end of fiscal year 1998 not need-
ed for emergency boards shall remain avail-
able for other statutory purposes through
September 30, 1999.
OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH REVIEW
COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For expenses necessary for the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Review Commis-
sion (29 U.S.C. 661), $7,900,000.
PHYSICIAN PAYMENT REVIEW COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary to carry out sec-
tion 1845(a) of the Social Security Act,
$3,258,000, to be transferred to this appropria-
tion from the Federal Supplementary Medi-
cal Insurance Trust Fund.

PROSPECTIVE PAYMENT ASSESSMENT
COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary to carry out sec-
tion 1886(e) of the Social Security Act,
$3,257,000, to be transferred to this appropria-
tion from the Federal Hospital Insurance and
the Federal Supplementary Medical Insur-
ance Trust Funds.

RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD
DUAL BENEFITS PAYMENTS ACCOUNT

For payment to the Dual Benefits Pay-
ments Account, authorized under section
15(d) of the Railroad Retirement Act of 1974,
$206,000,000, which shall include amounts be-
coming available in fiscal year 1998 pursuant
to section 224(c)(1)(B) of Public Law 98-76;
and in addition, an amount, not to exceed 2
percent of the amount provided herein, shall
be available proportional to the amount by
which the product of recipients and the aver-
age benefit received exceeds $206,000,000: Pro-
vided, That the total amount provided herein
shall be credited in 12 approximately equal
amounts on the first day of each month in
the fiscal year.

FEDERAL PAYMENTS TO THE RAILROAD
RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS

For payment to the accounts established
in the Treasury for the payment of benefits
under the Railroad Retirement Act for inter-
est earned on unnegotiated checks, $50,000,
to remain available through September 30,
1999, which shall be the maximum amount
available for payment pursuant to section
417 of Public Law 98-76.

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses for the Railroad
Retirement Board for administration of the
Railroad Retirement Act and the Railroad
Unemployment Insurance Act, $87,228,000, to
be derived in such amounts as determined by
the Board from the railroad retirement ac-
counts and from moneys credited to the rail-
road unemployment insurance administra-
tion fund.

LIMITATION ON THE OFFICE OF INSPECTOR
GENERAL

For expenses necessary for the Office of In-
spector General for audit, investigatory and
review activities, as authorized by the In-
spector General Act of 1978, as amended, not
more than $5,000,000, to be derived from the
railroad retirement accounts and railroad
unemployment insurance account: Provided,
That none of the funds made available in any
other paragraph of this Act may be trans-
ferred to the Office; used to carry out any
such transfer; used to provide any office
space, equipment, office supplies, commu-
nications facilities or services, maintenance
services, or administrative services for the
Of